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New limits for the Violation of the Equivalence Principle (VEP) are obtained considering the mass-ﬂavor
mixing hypothesis. This analysis includes observations of solar and reactor neutrinos and has obtained
a limit for the VEP parameter |γ | contributing to the νe and ν¯e disappearance channels of the order
|γ | < 10−14, when it is assumed that neutrinos are mainly affected by the gravitational potential φ ≈
10−5 due to the Great Attractor.
© 2011 Elsevier B.V. Open access under the Elsevier OA license.1. Introduction
Two decades ago, Gasperini introduced the idea of mixing be-
tween ﬂavor and gravitational neutrino eigenstates, leading to a
Violation of the Equivalence Principle (VEP) [1]. The purpose of
such model was to ﬁnd a solution to the solar neutrino problem
through an oscillation mechanism “à la” Pontecorvo induced by
a minimal coupling between the gravitational ﬁeld φ(x) and the
neutrino ﬁeld.
This approach just considered the neutrino kinetic energy con-
tent as its mass when coupling with gravity. Later, Halprin and Le-
ung [2,3] introduced independently a neutrino ﬁeld coupled with
a linearized space–time metric, such that gμν ≡ ημν + hμν where
ημν = diag(1,−1,−1,−1) and [4] hμν = −2φ(x)δμν .
Although these hypotheses have been formulated for massive
neutrinos, no experimental data available at that time could dis-
tinguish between mass-ﬂavor and gravity-ﬂavor oscillations. It was
much simpler therefore to consider only one of these two differ-
ent effects. As a consequence, experimental confrontation made
before the ﬁrst KamLAND results [5] considered this simple case
of massless neutrinos, mixed only via gravitational interaction (see
however [6–8] for a treatment with mass and VEP effects). In fact,
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Open access under the Elsevier OA license.a “just so” vacuum solution could explain all solar data. On the
other hand, the increasing evidence of neutrino disappearance at
short distances (∼= 180 km) cannot be described by this kind of so-
lution, which leads to neutrino oscillation lengths of the order of
the Sun–Earth distance.
With the increasing statistics on neutrino coming from the Sun,
reactors and the accumulated data from all other sources, one
could ask what limits can be now imposed to VEP parameters
when we assume the mass-ﬂavor mixing and MSW mechanism
added by gravitational VEP interactions in a neutrino system. In
other words, would the neutrinos be good probes for effects com-
ing from VEP?
The VEP phenomenon manifests as a difference in the gravita-
tional coupling for different states. In order to parametrize its ef-
fects we will adopt the Post-Newtonian Parametrization [9], where
any difference from known gravitational Newtonian constant GN is
included in a γ factor, so that G ′N = γmGN , where γm ≡ γ (m) de-
pends on the mass m of the system. Once that the GN constant is
already been considered in the deﬁnition of the gravitational po-
tential φ(r), one may also deﬁne the γ factor as:
φ′ = γmφ, (1)
where φ is deﬁned to be positive. For macroscopic bodies A and
B , the difference between their γA and γB factors γ = γA − γB
has been measured with free fall experiments. Several gravita-
tional sources are considered: the Sun, the Earth, and the galactic
center, obtaining a superior limit γ < 10−12 for astrophysical
sources [10] and γ < 10−9 for terrestrial experiments [11]. Inter-
esting enough, some astrophysical events like pulsars with peculiar
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VEP [12,13]. On the other hand, neutrinos cannot violate the equiv-
alence principle by more than 1 part in 100 (90% C.L.) [14] since
one would be observing more erratic pulsars. Limits on VEP also
obtained in neutrino oscillations experiments [15], although for a
different set of parameters than the ones we are analysing in this
Letter. A comparison of all these limits will be done in Section 4.
2. VEP model for massive neutrinos
We start stating that the model will apply only to weak gravita-
tional ﬁelds, so that no spin-gravity effects will be considered here.
By doing so, one may use the Klein–Gordon equation to describe
the neutrino ﬁeld:(
gμν∂
μ∂ν +m2)Ψ = 0, (2)
where gμν is the metric tensor and Ψ represents the neutrino
ﬁeld.
Following Halprin’s approach, the metric tensor for a weak ﬁeld
can be written as gμν = ημν +hμν(x) where ημν = diag(1,−1,−1,
−1) and hμν = −2γmφ(x)δμν [4], where the redeﬁnition (1) is be-
ing used from now on. So, the Klein–Gordon equation with weak
gravitational ﬁeld is [(ημν −2γmφ(x)δμν)∂μ∂ν +m2]Ψ = 0. Assum-
ing a plane-wave solution of the form Ψ = Ψ0ei(p·x−Et) , one ar-
rives at the energy–momentum relation for this interacting system:
E2(1− 2γmφ) = p2(1+ 2γmφ)+m2. Using the fact that for neutri-
nos m  p and ignoring terms with order higher than O (φ2), we
ﬁnally have the energy–momentum relation for small masses and
weak gravitational potential:
E ∼= p(1+ 2γmφ) + m
2
2p
(1+ 4γmφ). (3)
The above expression can be re-written as E = Em + Eg so that
Em = p + m22p is the free-particle energy–momentum relation (with
m  p) and Eg = 2γmφ(p + m2p ) is the gravitational contribution
to the total energy.
A remark is in order to introduce the neutrino mixing, one has
to deﬁne a basis on which each phenomenon takes place. The most
general scheme for this model would be a three basis system:
a physical basis (states with deﬁnite mass), a weak basis (states
with deﬁnite ﬂavor) and a gravitational basis (states with deﬁnite
gravitational couplings). This would mean that the dynamical and
gravitational contributions to the total energy, Em and Eg , could
not be simply added any more. Instead, the two physical quanti-
ties should be assigned to operators on different bases. Considering
the further inclusion of weak interactions, and one third basis for
it, the model will end with ﬁve free parameters [3] (considering
only two neutrino ﬂavors). Although it is possible to carry on such
analysis, it is interesting to test simpler models and, if any signal
of VEP is found, a more complete analysis could be made in future
works. To obtain a simpler model, we follow the hypothesis that
the gravitational interaction takes place on the physical mass ba-
sis. This is exactly what has been done until now, when deriving
the expression (3).
Considering only two neutrino ﬂavors, each mass eigenstate has
total energies E1 and E2, given by expression (3), using m → m1
and γm → γ1 for E1, so that:
E1 = p(1+ 2γ1φ) + m
2
1
2p
(1+ 4γ1φ), (4)
and m →m2 and γm → γ2 for E2:
E2 = p(1+ 2γ2φ) + m
2
2 (1+ 4γ2φ). (5)2pTo describe a two level system, we introduce the Hamiltonian
H (m) = E
2
(−1 0
0 1
)
(6)
where E = E2 − E1 such that
E = m
2
2p
+ 2pφγ + φ
p
(
γ¯ m2 + m¯2γ ) (7)
where m2 =m22 −m21, γ = γ2 − γ1, γ¯ = (γ2 + γ1)/2 and m¯2 =
(m22 +m21)/2.
Not all of these terms will contribute. Of the three terms
with dependence on 1/p in (7), the last two ones are negligi-
ble, mainly because of the potential φ. Comparing all the sources
of gravity that might have some effect here, as the Earth, the
Sun, and larger scale structures such the Great Attractor [16,17],
the last contributes most, imposing a practically constant potential
φ ≈ 3 × 10−5 [18], that is at least one order of magnitude larger
than the other ones [3]. Using the deﬁnition of γ in (1) and other
VEP tests already cited, then γ¯ ∼= 1 with γ < 10−9. These state-
ments assure that φ(γ¯m2 + m¯2γ )  m2, so that E may be
considered only as
E ∼= m
2
2p
+ 2pφγ , (8)
≡ G
2E
(9)
where the usual consideration for neutrinos p = E was used and
G = m2 + 4E2φγ is deﬁned as an effective mass scale.
We assume m2 >m1. Nevertheless, the same hierarchy does not
have to hold for γ1 and γ2. Previous models for VEP considered
only gravitational states for massless neutrinos. Consequently γ ’s
could arbitrarily follow the hierarchy γ2 > γ1 in the same way it
was done for the masses. In a model with VEP and massive neu-
trinos, the γ ’s are dependent on the masses and so it is clear from
the deﬁnition of G that the hierarchy between γ1 and γ2 will
have inﬂuence on the resulting phenomenology. So we must con-
sider two possibilities: if γ2 > γ1, following the same relationship
deﬁned for the masses, then γ > 0; if γ2 < γ1, then an inversed
hierarchy on the VEP sector appears, and then γ < 0. We con-
sider
G = m2 ± 4E2|φγ |, (10)
where |φγ | is one single parameter of the model and no further
discussions about the single value of φ are needed, as long as it
is considered as a constant. The two possible hierarchies between
the γ ’s will be referred simply as +VEP and −VEP for the plus
and minus sign on (10), respectively.
Note that the particular case when E = E∗ , where
E∗ = 1
2
√
m2
|φγ | , (11)
implies E = 0 for −VEP case and the mass eigenstates become
degenerate. On the contrary, E never vanishes for +VEP, but it
presents a minimum value exactly for E = E∗ deﬁned in Eq. (11),
i.e.,
d
dE
E
∣∣∣∣
E=E∗
= 0 (12)
for +VEP. Therefore E = E∗ is a critical energy of the model, either
for +VEP and −VEP cases.
As the energy E is a constant of motion, any previous solu-
tions of the standard neutrino mixing model can accommodate the
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thermore, no mention of the weak basis mixing was needed until
this point. In this simpliﬁed two-bases version of the VEP model,
gravity has no inﬂuence over the vacuum mixing (which would not
be the case if a three-bases model is considered [3]).
The evolution of ﬂavor states is given by the Schrödinger equa-
tion i ddt Ψ
( f ) = H( f )Ψ ( f ) , with
Ψ ( f ) = UΨ (m) and (13)
H ( f ) = U †H (m)U (14)
where Ψ ( f ) and H( f ) represent the states and the Hamiltonian,
written on the ﬂavor basis ( f ). In general, states and operators in
both bases are related through expressions (13) and (14) respec-
tively, where U is a SU(2) transformation. When dealing with only
two bases, U has only one physical parameter [19,3] which can be
expressed as
U =
(
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ
)
. (15)
In the ﬂavor basis, one can introduce the effective weak poten-
tial [20]:
V ( f )W =
√
2
2
GFne
(
1 0
0 −1
)
, (16)
that describes the inﬂuence of a material medium on the neu-
trino conversion, known as the MSW effect [21]. In expression
(16), GF is the Fermi constant and ne ≡ ne(x) is the electron num-
ber density. In our case, ne describes the Sun’s and Earth’s elec-
tron number proﬁle. The complete Hamiltonian is then given by
H˜( f ) = H( f ) + V ( f )W , where the ˜ sign denotes the presence of a
material medium. The simplest solution corresponds to the vac-
uum case (VAC), where ne ≡ 0, and is given by:
Pee(L, E) = 1− sin2 2θ sin2
(
G
4E
L
)
(17)
where L is the distance between the source and the detector. The
resulting periodic pattern has an oscillation length λ = 4π E/|G |,
where the absolute value of G is used since it can become neg-
ative (in the −VEP case). In practice, L is ﬁxed (a characteristic
of the experiment) and we observe Pee as a function of E . If VEP
is not present, λ depends linearly on E and the oscillation stops
when E  Lm2/4π . Otherwise, the dependence of G on E pre-
vents the oscillation from stopping as now λ is maximum where
|G |/E is minimum, at E = E . In a particular case, λ → ∞ when
E → E , for the −VEP scenario.
Figs. 1(a) and 1(b) show expression (17) for +VEP and −VEP,
respectively. The values used for sin2 2θ and m2 are those found
in the literature [23] for the standard Large Mixing Angle (LMA)
solution to the solar neutrino problem [23] and KamLAND exper-
iment [22], and L is constant and refers to the KamLAND [22]
experiment average source-detector distance. In both ﬁgures, one
can observe the new effect where the oscillations are restored for
energies above E . The presented values of |φγ | are chosen so
that any predicted new effect will not be visible within the reac-
tor energy range (approximately E  9 MeV). This gives us a visual
“ﬁrst limit” for VEP as |φγ |  10−20, if the present data reject
the hypothesis.
Solutions that describe solar neutrinos must consider the Sun’s
matter proﬁle, given by the Solar Standard Model (SSM) [24]. The
MSW effect predicts not only conversion between ﬂavor states but
also, under certain conditions, conversion of mass states referred to
as non-adiabatic effects [19,25]. To better understand these effects,
one has to transform H˜( f ) back to the mass basis, where it shouldFig. 1. Survival probability Pee(E) for VAC±VEP. Figure (a) corresponds to VAC+VEP
and (b) to VAC−VEP. The parameters corresponding to the usual neutrino mixing
are taken to be sin2 2θ = 0.86, m2 = 8.0 × 10−5 eV2 and L = 180 km [22] (this
last one corresponds to the average distances considered for KamLAND). Each line
represents a speciﬁc value of VEP: |φγ | = 0 (no VEP), 10−21 (E = 140 MeV) and
10−20 (E = 45 MeV).
be diagonal. The introduction of the weak potential VW assures
that this transformation is different from U . It is then necessary
to deﬁne the effective mass basis so that Ψ˜ (m) = U˜ †Ψ (s) and H˜(m) =
U˜ † H˜( f )U˜ where H˜(m) has a diagonal form. The transformation U˜
is deﬁned as (15) with θ → θ˜ . Requiring H˜(m) to be diagonal, one
arrives at the effective mixing in matter, given by
cos2θ˜ (x) = G cos2θ − A(x)√[G cos2θ − A(x)]2 + (G sin2θ)2 , (18)
where A(x) ≡ 2√2GF Ene(x). The Schrödinger equation will not
retain the same form under such transformation, since U˜ has
a dependence on the position x. Transforming states and the
Hamiltonian from the ﬂavor to the effective mass basis results in
iU˜ † ddx U˜ Ψ˜
(m) = H˜(m)Ψ˜ (m) . The resulting evolution operator has ad-
ditional off-diagonal terms that come from the derivative U˜ † ddx U˜ ,
which together with the diagonal Hamiltonian H˜(m) give us
i
d
dx
Ψ˜ (m) =
(
E˜1 i
dθ˜
dx
dθ˜ ˜
)
Ψ˜ (m), (19)−i dx E2
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given by (18). The off-diagonal terms in (19) result in a non-zero
probability of conversion between effective mass states. The inten-
sity of these non-adiabatic effects can be measured by the relation
between the diagonal and the off-diagonal terms of (19), such that
when | dθ˜dx |  |˜E2 − E˜1|, the evolution operator on (19) is approxi-
mately diagonal. This condition can be summarized in the form of
a Adiabaticity Coeﬃcient Γ (x, E) deﬁned as
Γ (x, E) ≡
∣∣∣∣ dθ˜dxE˜
∣∣∣∣, (20)
where
E˜ = E˜2 − E˜1 (21)
=
√[G cos2θ − A(x)]2 + (G sin2θ)2
2E
. (22)
When Γ (x, E)  1 non-adiabatic effects occur and conversion
between mass eigenstates can happen.
To better appreciate non-adiabatic effects on the neutrino spec-
trum, it is useful to deﬁne Γ as a function of the energy only, elim-
inating the x dependence by taking the maximum value of Γ (x, E)
for any E , i.e. Γ (E) ≡ max{Γ (x, E)}. Fig. 2(a) shows Γ (E) for MSW
only in comparison with the MSW+VEP case, for some values of
|φγ |. Inside the solar neutrino spectrum region Γ (E) is never
higher than 10−3 and so non-adiabatic effects are not expected
in this case. On the other hand, Fig. 2(b) reveals that extremely
non-adiabatic effects occur in the characteristic energies E for the
MSW−VEP case. Such behavior happens when G → 0, causing
both E˜1 and E˜2 to vanish. As a consequence, the off-diagonal terms
of (19) become inﬁnitely larger than the diagonal ones (as these
goes to zero), even when dθ˜dx is naturally small, as they are ex-
pected to be in the Sun (as can be seen from Γ (E) in Figs. 2(a)
and 2(b)).
For those cases where Γ (x, E)  1, Eq. (19) may be solved in
the adiabatic approximation that leads to the following survival
probability [19]:
Padee (x) =
1
2
[
1+ cos2θ˜o cos2θ˜ (x)
+ sin2θ˜o sin2θ˜ (x) cosα(x)
]
(23)
where cos2θ˜o is also given by (18) where cos2θ˜o ≡ cos2θ˜ (x0) be-
ing x0 the neutrino production point. The factor cosα(x) corre-
sponds to the oscillating term with
α(x) =
x∫
0
E˜
(
x′
)
dx′. (24)
When the matter contribution vanishes, expression (23) corre-
sponds to vacuum solution (17). Moreover, if G  10−10 eV2,
cosα(x) rapidly oscillates (when compared to the Sun’s dimen-
sions [26,25]) and is ruled out by the average over the produc-
tion point x0. Without VEP this condition is satisﬁed as m2 =
8.0 × 10−5 eV2 [23], what leads to the useful simpliﬁed survival
probability for solar neutrinos,
Padee (x) =
1
2
[
1+ cos2θ˜o cos2θ˜ (x)
]
. (25)
From the studies of the adiabaticity coeﬃcient, the above ex-
pression is expected to hold for the MSW+VEP case and almost
everywhere for MSW−VEP, except in the neighborhood of E .
Fig. 3(a) shows a comparison between expression (25) with no VEP
and with |φγ | = 5×10−20, for the MSW+VEP case. This value ofFig. 2. Adiabaticity coeﬃcient Γ (E) for MSW±VEP. Figure (a) corresponds to
MSW+VEP and (b) to MSW−VEP. The parameters corresponding to the usual neu-
trino mixing are taken to be sin2 2θ = 0.86, m2 = 8.0 × 10−5 eV2 and the Sun’s
matter proﬁle is the one from BS05(OP) [24]. Each line represents a speciﬁc value
of VEP: |φγ | = 0 (no VEP), 10−20, 10−19, 10−18 and 10−17. For the +VEP case,
the system is adiabatic. For −VEP, non-adiabatic effects occur when E → E for any
value of |φγ |.
VEP was chosen so that E is just above the solar neutrino spec-
trum (E = 20 MeV). The survival probability with VEP is always
greater than the one for MSW only, but this difference only be-
comes appreciable for energies above E . Fig. 3(b) shows the same
comparison for MSW−VEP. As expected, non-adiabatic effects oc-
curs near E . Fig. 3(b) also shows a numerical solution of Eq. (19),
in which the non-adiabatic behavior can be seen in details. These
effects are conﬁned inside a narrow region around E and they
are not observable with the present data statistics. The adiabatic
approximation (25) describes well the survival probability by any
practical means, in both ±VEP cases.
At night time, solar neutrinos cross several Earth layers. Again,
the presence of matter alters the survival probability in a way that
night neutrinos have more chance to survive than those arriving at
day. This effect is called regeneration and is not observed on the
solar neutrino data [27]. On the same way that new non-adiabatic
effects were predicted for day neutrinos in the MSW−VEP case,
new regeneration signal may also be expected. To account for these
possibilities a numerical solution of (19), for the Earth’s matter
proﬁle, is used. Fig. 4 is the equivalent to Fig. 3(b) for night neutri-
nos. In the neighborhood of E , the solar non-adiabatic effects are
intensiﬁed by Earth’s matter. Fig. 5 shows a measure of the asym-
metry between night and day for the −VEP case. As it can be seen,
an excess is expected in a region wider than the one where the so-
lar non-adiabatic effect takes place. The absence of regenerations
244 G.A. Valdiviesso et al. / Physics Letters B 701 (2011) 240–247Fig. 3. Survival probability Pee(E) for MSW±VEP. Figure (a) corresponds to
MSW+VEP and (b) to MSW−VEP. The parameters corresponding to the usual neu-
trino mixing are taken to be sin2 2θ = 0.86, m2 = 8.0× 10−5 eV2. On (a), expres-
sion (25) compares the case without VEP and for |φγ | = 5×10−20. Figure (a) also
compares a numerical solution for (19) that shows new non-adiabatic effects in the
proximities of E (in detail).
Fig. 4. Survival probability Pee(E) for neutrinos arriving at night, with MSW−VEP.
A comparison between day and night probabilities shows an excess for the night
time. The parameters used in this plot are the same as in Fig. 3(b).
signs on the solar neutrinos data imposes a stronger limit on E
for the −VEP case than for +VEP. This has direct consequences on
the limits for |φγ |.Fig. 5. Day–Night asymmetry for MSW−VEP. The −VEP hypothesis predicts new
regeneration effects due to Earth’s matter generating an excess of solar neutrinos
arriving at night time, for energies close to E .
3. Data analysis
For solar neutrinos, we consider data from Homestake [28],
Sage [29], Gallex/GNO [30], SuperKamikande (SK) [31], SNO (I [32],
II [33] and III [34]) and Borexino [35,36] experiments. As for reac-
tor anti-neutrinos, KamLAND data is considered [22]. A χ2 analysis
is done, where we deﬁne
χ2 = χ2sun + χ2KL. (26)
The solar neutrinos contributions χ2sun is given by [27]:
χ2sun =
119∑
i, j=1
[
Rthi − Rexi
][
S2
]−1
i j
[
Rthj − Rexj
]
, (27)
where Rthi and R
ex
i are the theoretical and experimental rates re-
spectively and S2 takes into account all the correlation between
uncertainties [37,33]. Reactor neutrinos contribute through a Pois-
son statistics [38]:
χ2KL =
24∑
i=1
2
[
Nthi − Nexi + Nexi ln
(
Nexi
Nthi
)]
(28)
where Nthi and N
ex
i are the theoretical and experimental counting.
For our purposes in this Letter, which are seeking for limits on
VEP parameters, this deﬁnition of χ2KL is enough, even if it is not
taking in account the systematic and correlated errors related to
the KamLAND statistics.
The results of our statistical analysis if shown in Figs. 6, 7 and 8.
In Fig. 6, a comparison between pure MSW (LMA) solution (region
inside dashed line) and the solution including both MSW and VEP
effects (shaded area) are shown. From Fig. 6(a) we observe that the
inclusion of +VEP effects makes the 3σ compatibility region move
towards lower values of the m2 parameter, while the tan2 θ re-
mains almost unchanged. This is a consequence of the fact that the
inclusion of a positive number proportional to |φγ | to m2 al-
lows lower values of m2, as can be appreciated through Eq. (10).
The opposite situation happens when −VEP effects are considered,
and Fig. 6(b) reﬂects it. Figs. 6(a) and 6(b) also show the limits
coming from KamLAND and Solar data alone, in each case.
For both +VEP and −VEP cases, the analysis shows that
the standard global solution for solar and reactor neutrinos
(MSW/LMA) is recovered when |φγ |  10−21. On the other
hand, VEP effects start to be signiﬁcant when |φγ | is just above
10−20. This range is shown on Fig. 7 and it is consistent with
Figs. 1 and 3. The superior limits obtained for each case are:
|φγ | < 9.0 × 10−20 (3σ ) for −VEP and |φγ |  2.0 × 10−19
G.A. Valdiviesso et al. / Physics Letters B 701 (2011) 240–247 245Fig. 6. Comparison between pure MSW (LMA) solution and MSW±VEP. χ2 maps
in the m2 × tan2 θ plane, with |φγ | minimized on every point. On both ﬁgures,
the shaded area shows the 3σ region for MSW±VEP, while the dashed line shows
MSW only.
(3σ ) for +VEP. Although both limits are very similar, the superior
limit for presence of VEP, regardless of the sign case, is the less
restrictive of these values:
|φγ | < 2.0× 10−19(3σ), (29)
since the + and −VEP cases are obviously mutually excluding.
In the speciﬁc case of atmospheric or large base-line νμ neu-
trinos, a different mass difference scale is involved in such a way
that one only needs to consider for νμ → ντ oscillations. So, one
expects that at large enough energies any effect of VEP should be
dependent only on γ23.
A limit on this VEP scale has already been obtained in [15]:
|φγ23| = 6.3 × 10−25. This limit comes from the νμ → ντ chan-
nel, with energies of the order of or greater than the GeV scale. So,
one would not expect that any possible VEP effect below this limit
could inﬂuence our results, even in a three ﬂavor scenario. This
can be appreciated by looking at the characteristic energy scale,
which for this case is E23 > 30 GeV. Even if one considers this
Atmospheric/Accelerator channel on the Solar/Reactor analysis, any
possible VEP effect coming from this sector is lower bounded in
energy to a scale well over the Solar/Reactor one (E < 15 MeV).Fig. 7. Limits for |φγ | in the +VEP case. Both ﬁgures show χ2 maps, in the
|φγ | × tan2 θ (a) and m2 × |φγ | (b) planes. The dotted and dashed lines indi-
cate the limits coming from KamLAND and Solar neutrinos, respectively. All curves
correspond to 3σ .
On the opposite direction, one could ask also if the VEP param-
eter |φγ12| can be constrained by data from Atmospheric and/or
Accelerator observations. A very naive estimate can be done even
in the three neutrino analyses. The VEP effects with neutrino en-
ergies much higher than solar and reactor ones would lead to a
phenomenological situation corresponding to m23  m12 and
m23  m13. This would imply that when we assume φγ12 in
the limit we have found for this VEP parameter shown in Eq. (29),
a normalization factor over the usual two oscillation scenario is
found: Pμμ ≈ 0.74PnoVEPμμ . In a ﬁrst approximation, atmospheric
observations can be ignored in the present Letter because the ﬂux
of atmospheric neutrinos are obtained within uncertainties of or-
der of 25% [39] which can be absorbed by the normalization factor.
Therefore, we do not expect to ﬁnd strong consequences on the
constraints of VEP parameters.1 A detailed analysis of this case
could be done in the future [41].
1 Note also that after the conclusion of this manuscript, MINOS established lim-
its on the electronic neutrino appearance [40] which could impose some limit on
φγ12. Nevertheless, in the same way as discussed for atmospheric neutrinos, the
νe-survival probability can be naively calculated to be around 0.2, which is the same
order of magnitude of the observed limit of appearance of νe in this experiment.
246 G.A. Valdiviesso et al. / Physics Letters B 701 (2011) 240–247Fig. 8. Limits for |φγ | in the −VEP case. Both ﬁgures show χ2 maps, in the
|φγ | × tan2 θ (a) and m2 × |φγ | (b) planes. The dotted and dashed lines indi-
cate the limits coming from KamLAND and Solar neutrinos, respectively. All curves
correspond to 3σ .
In order to compare our limits on VEP parameters with the ones
coming from other macroscopic experiments [10,11], one has to
consider an estimative of the gravitational potential φ. It seems
that, among several possible sources, the Great Attractor offers the
largest contribution [3], with its best estimative given by φ = 3 ×
10−5. So the upper bound of |φγ | given in (29) corresponds to a
maximum value of the order |γ | < 10−14.
4. Conclusion
The results of our analysis imposes a new limit for the Viola-
tion of the Equivalence Principle. The model offers two theoretical
possibilities: one in which greater mass represents greater gravita-
tional coupling (here called VAC/MSW+VEP) and an inverse situa-
tion, where greater mass implies a smaller coupling with the grav-
itational ﬁeld (VAC/MSW−VEP). With latest statistics presented by
the KamLAND collaboration and all solar neutrino data, we ob-
tained a new limit for the VEP of 1 part in 1014 in neutrino
This means that no signiﬁcant limit on the VEP parameter we are interested in will
appear. Further analysis of this situation could be done in the future [41].oscillation channels involving νe and ν¯e disappearance. This limit
should be carefully compared with different limits previously ob-
tained. Macroscopic experiments imposed limits of 1 part in 1012
for VEP [10] and neutrino experiments based on different oscil-
lation channels, speciﬁcally νμ → ντ , imposed limits of 1 part in
1020 [15].
A ﬁnal comment is in order. The VEP hypothesis presented here
is just one possible option. Any model that presents a mixing
scenario, with a Hamiltonian like (6) and with E given by an ex-
pression with the same momentum dependency as the one seen in
(8), would be limited by the same values just obtained. The com-
bination of Violation of Lorentz Invariance (VLI) models [42] with
mass-ﬂavor mixing presents the same phenomenological behavior
as shown in (6) and (8), needing only a parameter reinterpreta-
tion: c = 2|φ|γ , where c = c2 − c1 = 0 implies VLI between
neutrino ﬂavors (as deﬁned on Section 2 of [42]), being c1 and c2
the limiting speeds for two different neutrino mass eigenstates. So
this work also imposes a limit in this parameter: |c| 4× 10−19
(for the solar sector).
Acknowledgements
We would like to thank FAPESP, CNPq and CAPES for several
ﬁnancial supports.
References
[1] M. Gasperini, Phys. Rev. D 38 (1988) 2635.
[2] A. Halprin, C.N. Leung, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67 (1991) 1833.
[3] A. Halprin, C.N. Leung, J. Pantaleone, Phys. Rev. D 53 (1996) 5365.
[4] C.M. Will, Theory and Experiment in Gravitational Physics, revised edition,
Cambridge University Press, 1993.
[5] KamLAND Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 (2003) 021802, hep-ex/0212021.
[6] K. Iida, H. Minakata, O. Yasuda, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 8 (1993) 1037.
[7] H. Minakata, H. Nunokawa, Phys. Rev. D 51 (1995) 6625.
[8] H. Minakata, A.Y. Smirnov, Phys. Rev. D 54 (1996) 3698.
[9] C.W. Misner, K.S. Thorne, J.A. Wheeler, Gravitation, Freeman, San Francisco,
1973.
[10] Y. Su, B.R. Heckel, E.G. Adelberger, J.H. Gundlach, M. Harris, G.L. Smith, H.E.
Swanson, Phys. Rev. D 50 (1994) 3614.
[11] J.H. Gundlach, G.L. Smith, E.G. Adelberger, B.R. Heckel, H.E. Swanson, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 78 (1997) 2523.
[12] R. Horvat, Pulsar velocities due to a violation of the equivalence principle by
neutrinos, hep-ph/9806380v2, 1998.
[13] M. Barkovich, H. Casini, J.C. D’Olivo, R. Montemayor, Phys. Lett. B 506 (2001).
[14] T. Damour, G. Schafer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 66 (1991) 2549.
[15] M.C. Gonzalez-Garcia, M. Maltoni, Phenomenology with massive neutrinos,
arXiv:0704.1800v2, 2007.
[16] D. Burstein, Rep. Prog. Phys. 53 (1990) 421.
[17] R.C. Kraan-Korteweg, Galaxies behind the Milky Way and the great attractor,
astro-ph/0006199v1, 2000.
[18] I.R. Kenyon, Phys. Lett. B 237 (1990) 274.
[19] A.Y. Smirnov, The msw effect and solar neutrinos, hep-ph/0305106, 2003.
[20] L. Wolfenstein, Phys. Rev. D 17 (1978) 2369.
[21] S.P. Mikheyev, A.Y. Smirnov, Nuovo Cimento C 9 (1986) 17.
[22] S. Abe, Precision measurement of neutrino oscillation parameters with Kam-
LAND, arXiv:0801.4589 [hep-ex], 2008.
[23] Particle Data Group, Journal of Physics G 30 (2006).
[24] J.N. Bahcall, A.M. Serenelli, S. Basu, Astrophysical Journal 621 (2005) L85.
[25] B.P. Palash, International Journal of Modern Physics A 7 (1992) 5387.
[26] J.N. Bahcall, Neutrino Astrophysics, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1989.
[27] P.C.d. Holanda, A.Y. Smirnov, Astropart. Phys. 21 (2004) 287.
[28] B.T. Cleveland, T. Daily, R. Davis, Astrophysical Journal 496 (1998) 505.
[29] J.N. Abdurashitov, Journal of Experimental and Theoretical Physics 95 (2002)
181.
[30] M. Altmann, Phys. Lett. B 616 (2005) 174.
[31] J. Hosaka, Phys. Rev. D 73 (2006) 112001.
[32] A.W.P. Poon, Solar neutrino observations at the sudbury neutrino observatory,
hep-ex/0211013, 2002.
[33] B. Aharmim, Electron energy spectra, ﬂuxes, and day–night asymmetries of 8B
solar neutrinos from the 391-day salt phase SNO data set, nucl-ex/0502021,
2005.
G.A. Valdiviesso et al. / Physics Letters B 701 (2011) 240–247 247[34] B. Aharmim, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101 (2008) 111301.
[35] C. Arpesella, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101 (2008) 091302.
[36] G. Bellini, Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 033006.
[37] G.L. Fogli, E. Lisi, Astropar. Phys. 3 (1995) 185.
[38] P.C.d. Holanda, A.Y. Smirnov, JCAP 0302 (2003) 001.[39] M. Honda, et al., Phys. Rev. D 75 (2007) 043006.
[40] P. Anderson, et al., arXiv:1103.0340v1 [hep-ex], 2011.
[41] G.A. Valdiviesso, M.M. Guzzo, P.C. Holanda (2011), in preparation.
[42] P. Arias, J. Gamboa, F. Mendeza, A. Das, J. López-Sarrión, Phys. Lett. B 650
(2007) 401.
